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'Research studies cited show that principals do have 
some authority over how they use their time, resources /^and power. 
The intent of this, paper is to point out that it is important for 
principals to work' with teachers for the purpose of improving 
teaching, that the principal has a choice as to what interventions to 
make; in striving toward this goal, and that the effects on teachers 
jire related to the interventions selected. In order to demonstrate" 
these points, several examples are used from the Principal-Teacher 
.Interaction Study being conducted by the Concerns-Based Adoption ^ 
Model project at the Austin campus of the University of Texas. The 
examples relate both to what principals do as change facilitators and 
to the effects of principals 9 interventions on teachers during the 
change process. The examples are. followed by* a discussion of the 
effects of these interventions on the teachers involved. The paper 
concludes "that the interventions made by the principals did have 
effects on teachers" and teachers* use of an instructional innovation. <( 
(Author/MLF). ' ' - 
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Teachers are entitled to and can benefit from instructional, leadership as 
they strive to improve thetr teaching practice: Host educators agree-that the 
principal should, play a key* role' in providing this leadership." Yet, many 
people and situations unrelated to instruction compete for a principal's 
attention during a school day. In fact, the one common element that seems 
true of almost a 1.1 principals whether elementary or high" school or whether 
city, or small town or suburban js that their workday is "very busy and highly 
unpredictable. There are mandated duties and emergency "situations to which a 

> 

principal must attend that cut into the time over which the administrator has 

» * ■ 

discretionary power. This being the case,- how a principal chooses to use- 
his/her discretionary time and resources is largely dependent on the ' 

t « 



Paper presented at the annual meeting of the. American Educational 
Research Association, New York, March, 1982. 

2 • - . 
The research described herein was conducted under contract with the 

National Institute of Education. The opinions' expressed are those of the 
authors and, do not necessarily reflect the position or pdljcy of the National 
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priorities that he/she sets for himself/herself and* the school.' Since there 
' is**typicaTly not enough/ time in the day for the principal to be all v thtngs to* 
all" people^ the question of what interventions arejnadeto support improvement 
becomes the most important set of decisions that the principal has -to "make. * 
. \ It is the intent of this paper to point out tfiat it is important foe 
principals to work with teachers for the purpose of improving practice,, that 
the principal has a. choice as to what interventions to make in striving toward 
this goal I and that the effects on Jeachers are related to the interventions 
selected. In order to demonstrate, thjese points, several . examples' from the * 
.Principal-Teacher Interaction ^Study being conducted by the Research "and 
Development Center for Teacher Education at the Univfersity of Texas at Austin 

X 

will be used. These examples are of various types of interventions made by' 

** it 

* • * 

principals in the study, followed by a discussion of the effects of these 

« 

interventions on the teachers involved. 

•* * ** » 

V * 
4 * o 

Related Literature 

o * 

~ As was acknowledged in the introduction, it is true that principals are 

• * m V % mm • 

often constrained by an overabundance of rules and* regulations and an 
inadequate amount/ of time and resources. However, principals do have 
opportunities .and. resources which can be used to bring about 'change in their 
schools. Sarason (1971) found that principals do have considerable authority* 
but differ in their knowledge and appreciation of its utility. He- further* 

1 ' f 

contends that the degree of authority that principals -have depends very 



In orde^ to assist -the reader, from this point .forward only masculine 
pronouns will be use<5 when referring to "the principal." The authors are veny 
aware that ma'ny school principals are female; -this decision was made entirely 
for the purpose of facilitating the reading of tf*is paper., 



heavily on the uses that they were able and willing to make. of detision-making 

opportunities, that do, exist. Q * 

* In a similar vein, Isherwood fl973) conclude^ from his observation of 

fifteen secondary schoo] principal that opportunities for the development ajid 

exercise of "informal authority" -seemed to exceed by far the formally 

designated powers and responsibilities of the princfpalship. Morris <Ty81:) 

t » 

found from his research- that there is much* rather than little,, discretion 
■# * 

available to, the. building administrator in education. Hei further concludes 

. that there ' is much room at the schodl sfte level for flexibility and 

* »*» « , 

adaptability in the application of School system policy. 

If one accepts the contention that principals do have some authority over 

how they use their time, resources and power, then the next logicaf question 

' . * ** 
is, "Will the way in Which the principal intervenes make any difference in^the 

»•* f* ^ 

quality of instruction in the classroom?" * Initial^ investigation of the 

literature related to "this question 'seems to Reveal much contradictory 

evidence. 'However, under closer scrutiny* the literature may not be 

contradictory, but «rather differing veins'of research could very well be used 

♦ 

to explain each other. " * 

o . *° ♦ . * ** *»> 

For example, Deaf and Celotti (1977; 1980) have suggested that (classroom 

"instruction seems to be "virtually unaffected" by organizational** and 

Administrative factors. According tovttiem, there is ]ittle tc> evidence of 

* • • * 

administrative influence* updn teaching- and learning technology. Qther 

<. • "»**• 

researchers including McPantland and Karv/eit '(1979) and Wolf (1979) have come 
to similar conclusiorfs. - ' 

It is possible that this. vein of literature -can bo explained by another 
vein in which numerous Researchers (Wolcott* 1973; Sproull, 1977, 1979; 



Peterson-, 1978; fnd Martin, 1980) tiav£ found that .instructional' leadership 
(I.e., classroom observation, curriculum development, teacher inserviee, etc.) 
is not a central focus of the p.rincipalship. If it is true that'mapy' 

• « 

principals' are not focusing op providing instructional leadership, then it is 

^c.ertaihly understandable why some researchers have concluded that the , 

principal does not affect -classroom instruction. * ' t 

Another group of "researchers contend that th°e unit manager (principal) is 

the key to. educational change (Baldridge& Deal, 1975; Berraan & McLaughlin, 

1978; Brickell', 1961; Miles, 1971; Tye, 1973). In all of these' studies tter*e 

is evidence to suggest that prigcipals^ are extremely influential* in the, 

process of bringing about change in instruction. Unfortunately^ documentation 

about what they actuallyldo on a day-to-c^ay basis to facilitate or hinder that 

process has been minimal . # * 

•Still- apother- vein of* related literature, the research on effective 

schools, is* beginning to provide -some 'insight jnto" what -principals do that 

• * * ■ * * 

makes them effective. For example, Stoll (1979) compared' .overachi.eving and 

.underachieving' schools itf the .state of Florida. In terms of' te*s*t results in- 

heading, he found that the more effective schools were more' likely to have 

administrators who communicated the ..importance pf reading,- worked toward a 

coordinated reading program, and took steps to provide adequate instructional 

materials. Hall, Hord dnd Griffin (1980) found, that in schools where-the 

principal appeared, to be concerned "about teachers' use of a specific 

innovation, the manner in which the teachers were using the 'innovation was 

mqre consistent within* tholse buildings than' it was in schools where principals 

appeared ttf be less engaged, wjth the innovation and its use. 

• * * 

Stallings 4 Mohlman (1981) who, were also .studying the implementation of a 
specific program (Effective Use' of Time Program) found' that in schools with 



, more supportive principals, more teachers, implemented the training program. 

• In this study, principals were rated as supportive when they were* perceived: 

•(1) to go out of their* way tb help -teachers; (2) to be constructive in their 

criticism^and to explain 'reasons for suggesting change in .behavior;* (3) to 

%t . - ' ' 

share new-ideas; (4) .to set good examples by being on Jtime and staying late; 

(5) to be well prepared; and (6) to 'career the personal welfare" of the 

' - > *• 
teachers. \' * * J J 

Little (1980) who was studying urban schools with above average 

\ 

achievement test scores found that successful schools had principals that 
support colTegiality and experimentation among teachers. These successful 9 
principals used such actions as announcing expectations, modeling or enacting 

-desired behaviors, rewarding appropriate behaviors, and defending or 

... - . * " ~ « ■ • 

. protecting teachers "in their efforts to -work together and experiment. 

these recent studies are offering much needed insight into the activities 
of principals. However, they tend to focus on a general level <md do not 
provide the level of specificity needed by practitioners for planning and ^ 
Implementing change. One study that is breaking "set" and .looking at what 
principals specif tcally do, in relation to- instructional change in thefr 
schools is the Principal-Teacher Interaction. (PTI) Study being conducted by_ 
• the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) Project at the Researched 
Development Center for Teacher Education at £he University of Texas at Austin. 

Principal -Teacher Interaction Study * 

To provide a"ssi stance' so badly needed by practitioners, "the CBAM Project; 
has been engaged in a study of principals and teachers as £hey are involved in 
change 1 /PTI Study). The goal is, development of a more complete understanding- 
about the relationship between initial assessments that can be made, using' CBAM 



diagnostic tools, the -interventions lihat respond to 'needs identified 'through' 
assessment, and the post-intervention effects. Specifically, the* study 
examines * principals ,as change facilitators—their personal x and role- 
characteristics and their intervention 'behaviprs, with "pre- /and post- 
intervention evaluation of the effects ot their interventions on teachers. 
One unique strength of^reseafch, using dimensions of the CBAM is^hat several, 
tools exist for pleasuring change at the --indivi dual levei-. Also, -intervention 

* / * * 

i * ♦ x 

effects can be evaluated by use of ythe same measures employed in the *< 

^-intervention diagnoses', thus,. multi|tie uses can be made of the same d^ta. 

In preparation for the PTI study, -a secondary analysis was made of -the 

data from an earlier study. Case studies were developed for nine schools in 

the Jefferson County, Colorado science implementation effort (HaM, Hard ( & 

Griffin, 1980). . In addition, an extensive review of the literature was 

initiated to fdentify concepts, models' and. findings tjiat would help support .or* 

* * . * 

refute the basic hypotheses of the PTI study— that principals 'do vary iri their 

behaviors a*d th^s does make a difference in terms of teapher change. 

Clearly, for an extended period of time the literature has emphasized -the 

importance of the principal,. What is hot so clear fpom the literature is 

< 

exactly what principals do on a* day-to-day basis as they are involved 1n * 
implementations Also, it is not clear what the .consequences df principals 1 
actions are for teachers at 'the individual level, as they are involved- in 
implementing specific innovations. It appeared, that the CBAM diagnostic .\* 
concepts of Staged of Concern, Levels of Use and Innovation Configurations 
could be used%as indicators for assessing the effects of principals 1 actions 
in their chan'ge facilitator role. 

Thus, a study was launched. The bask design of *the study was developed, 
negotiations were begun with a, series of school districts" about conducting the. 



study in'thei'r- settings, and a pilot study was. conducted in 'central Texas , 
involving 10 elementary 'schools. % . * " ' „ 

Study Design ~ : v , • ; . . 

The- PTL .study focuses bp principals and* their teachers -as they are 

Involved in implementing new! instructional practices. Tjiree districts were 
. selected. based cm whether their jschool s' were in their first, second or third 
•year of implementation as of September, 1980i In lach district three schoels, 

providing. a tota\ of ? schools, were selected based on -the leadership style of 

thefr principals "The 'principals -were identified by district administrators as 
-being one of three hypothesized leadership styles based on concerns (Hall, 

Rutherford' &-Grif^ffT, 1982). All teachers who were potential users of the 

Innovation were asked to participate.- \ 

\> " - ' * • . \ 

Study Questions • 

The ?TI study focuses on three, primary questions: 

a * * ■ * * 
What do principals do as change. facilitators? 

? °" 
2. How do the concerns of principals' affect their functioning 
# as change facilitators? - v , */ 

'3. 9 What -is the relationship between administrator concerns, * 
\the interventions they make and their effects on , teachers'? 

.Ttrts paper includes examples related to" Question 1 and one aspect of ■ 

"Question 3, the. effects of principal f s interventions on teachers^'during the \ 

xhange process. J 

Intervention- Data Gathering and Analysis . , * ' * 

P * At' * 

A procedure which included" a combination of principal logs", on-site 
intervention- interviews and bi-weekly telephone calls to principals by R&D 
personnel was used to document Interventions and their effects. Principal's 
and assistant principals were the,major source of intervention data at their' 



^schools; Additional intervention ~data 'were^al so colleeted from teachers,. 

on-site^§?0^"e teachers, district-resource specialists and other district 
'administrators. ^ Each- -of these spetfiifTc interventions is oeing studied using a 

sophisticated codification scheme for anlaysis of fh^erventfons (Hord, Hall, &, 



Ztga/mi, 1980; f Hord & Hall, -1982). . . ' H ) ■ - ? 



Jnterventibns- and Their Effects . * 



In thiS section,- Several examples of interventions will be described 

% ■ * 

along with. a discussion of their effects" on teachers. The .specif ic «*3mples 
included werfe selected for sever*! reasons. One reason is that these examples ; 
clearly demonstrate that principals can* and do ro^ke a difference in terms of 

affecting teachers and their use of -an instructional innovation. Also, one < 

• > 

example demonstrates, how a' principal used* various data sources available to' # 

• 5 * t 

help pl^n interventions, and another example sbows hojw another principal .used 

5- * 

input frbm teachers in order to arrange for effective InsGrvice. J v 

The examples were also selected to represent 1 different levels of ihter- 

** * • 

ventions. In^'A Taxonomy of interventions: The Prototype and -Initial 

Testing," Hall, Zigarml and Hord, (1979) (Jiscuss various .levels of inters 

ventions. The examples "in this p.aper represent three intervention levels: 

Incidents, tactics and strategies. For purposes, of clarity, the following , 

definitions are useful. . s * j 

An intervention is, an action or event that influences use of ah 
' innovation. ^ 

• ' ' - * ' . ' # ' '■ 



5 * * 

* m A process or product that is new to a potential user js considered an . 
innovation. * * ' ' ' - * 



—An incident 1s a singular occurrence of an 4 action' or^ventv 

, It "1s the- smallest* Intervention # 'uhit<« * A tactic is an aggregation 'of 
*1nc1dent>interventions that, in combination have an effect that is 
• * different From the effects * ^ ' • *, 

•of*the "Individual Incidents! § k . - • |f 

A' strategy is a major part of the design for implementing -an ^ . 

. Innovation. -It is based, on a.setr-of implicit 'and/or explicit 
/ f 4 assumptions . and theory about how people and organizations *. ' 
. function. ^A' strategy translates assumptions and theory* fffto 
. action. ^ * - 
. . + - \ ' . *" - ' / - 

. A In the, Principal-Teach^ Interaction Study; interventions aVe organized' 
Ormapped by site in a manner that demonstrates how related incidents build to 
atactic, and tiow tactics sometime combine to make a strategy. This napping* 
procedure isa useful tool in orgarftztng the numerous Interventions in a 
logical, manner that reflects how,, the principal function ^ various areas as -a 
changevfatiHta^tor. - 



flfcident Level Interventions • • / * / ^ 

In order to demonstrate the effects of an incident level intervention' the 

, * " ■ * • r 

examples of* a principal making a classroom observation will be used tp show 
how three principals 'Intervened differently, leading to different' effects c*Yi 
teach^rs.^ The principal observing a teacher is^classified as an ^Incident., if* 

Vie principal gives the teacher fepdbacjc, tKis a^becomes\anbther tnc'ident, 

/ ' ' ' . - , . ' 

It is th.1 5 set of incidents - related to teacher feedback thait we wish to 

discuss first. . • * «■ 

* • * " * * * 

No Suggestions 

, : .One- principal who admitted fo us that he was" uncomfortable doing 
classroom... observations observed one 'of his teachers- teaching the' di strict'^ * 
science curriculum and found everything to*be tt) hiTsatisfaction. After* the 
observation/ he told the teacher that he thought everything went well and that 
he had no suggestions for improvement. When questioned about the observation 



several months later, the teacher first told> us/^hatshe had not been observed 
. by the principal. 'When questioned further, jshe said that'she wls^rt' sure if 
she hadfbxsen observed, but' that ^if>she'had, everything must have been fine. 
In this instance* the principal chose a feedback intervention that was. not 

- . •• /.. * . 

^v#ry powerful-; -the. teacher was affected very -little '.W hot at all. The 

• principal's intervention may have ibeeig, appropriate, but on the other hand,' .the 
principal may have missed an k opportunity- to he! p thi s teacher improve her use 
of, the' innovation. If, in fact", -everything was operating -exactly as it should 

* » * * * 

have .been, perhaps, the. principal should have m^)e mpre ado of praising and" 

reinforcing the 1 teacher for the outstanding iob sKe^was doing. 

' "identifying Weaknesses y *•-- .•• \ . ' 

i ' Anotner principal in the saW district made'a habit of observing his 

t*achers, . ysin'g the component, checkltst that : had been devised for the 

* > innovation, the science Curriculum. After He observed a teachers he would use 

the checklist as a guide for the discussion in the. feedback session following 

the observation.. By Rising the checklist, the principal -would comment both on 

.the teacher's strengths and weaknesses and would encourage thk teacher to work" 
- * * ' ' ' ' * ' * 

"Si*. "to improve Ube weaker areas. The, teachers - in <this scriool- were' fairly * 

' " t4 '** . ' • * ■ \ ' * *' 

> "consistent in what they reported to .us about the principal's observation. 

* * • ' ' ' ■ * ti 

^Generally, eaqh teacher would say that the principal observed the class and . 
^completed a checklist a^.he observed. 'TJieruthe two ,ov them discussed the 
checklist And^talked abqut areas* that neetJe^ improvemant. Tfie teache,r would 
desprib* to us the, areas that they discussed gs needing improvementeand could 
generally" gi^s exarpp^es of howjie.or she triecj, to improve one or more' of these 
^areas. ^Tn thi£< instance^ the principal chose to use a structured format in 



^4 




prwfding each teacher with feedback and ^ln most case,s, the 'teacher responded' 



to,the. feedback<:by»a'ti;empting to improve hts ok her teachjhg. 



Planning for Improvement 

Another principal in another district which is implementing. "a . 

" 4 • -* 

writing composition program observed his teachers regularly and for extended 

periods of time. During each observation the principal checked Ito see if all 

parts of the innovation were being used and observed the teaching style and 

techniques being used by the teacher. After each observation, he provided the' 

* 

teacher with written feedback. After the teacher had had the ^opportunity to 
read 'the principal's comments, the two of them met to discuss the observation 
and talked about areas that needed improvement and ways that this improvement 
could occur. The principal then 'asked the teacher to provide him with 
specific written plans on chariges that he or she intended to make. The 
principal then used what the teacher had provided him as a guide during the 
next observation to measure how mudi progress the teacher had made/ 

By selecting this particula'r feedback procedure, this. principal made sure 
that his teachers knew exactly what.was expected of them. In short, the 
principal "demanded" improvement. He had a positive relationship with his 
faculty members, but everyone on the faculty knew and accepted that at this 
school they were expected to constantly strive for improvement and to teach in 

• * A 

'. . . i 

ways that were consistent with the school (i.e. the principal's philosophy)., 

* V * " 

The comb ined effects of this principal's intervention s on teacher^, were that 



.teachers' in the schobl knew- what was expected of them,, they were given 
assistance J^the principal in planning for improvement, and they worked extra 
M^d.tb^deliver what .was agreed that' was needed. 

L • - 9 . m ' > i 

These, three examples 'of { alternative ways of observing and providing 0 
*" 4 - * * * " - J\. 'J * * , • 
feedback demdhstrate" that the principal doe* ftave a choice in how he 

l^^fvenes and that different interventions will result in different effects 

on teachers./ In the first example, the teacher was affected very little. In 



the second example, the teacher became aware of what areas needed improvement, 
but Was more or less left on- his own to find waysftf improving. In the third 
example, the teacher was given assistance in planning for improvement and 
actually made an individual commitment to take specific actions toward this 

• * 

'end. These examples are also indicative of the three hypothesized change 

facilitator stylesbeing proposed by the CBAM project "(Hall, Rutherford & 

i' 

Griffin, 1982). 

A Complex Tactic • 

more complex example of the importance of the principal's interventions 

{ 

can be illustrated by describing how one study school came to have a special 
workshop. Thi.s school was in its first full year of implementing a writing 
composition program. The resources, district policies and workshops sponsored 
by the district all emphasized the importance of .students writing 'daily and 
writing in all of the "domains." 

The school resource teacher and a sixth grade teacher attended a reading 
conference at a nearby college. At that conference they attended a session in 
which the^presenter described how students could write and publish their own 
books. The two teachers were very excited about the presentation and 
discussed how beneficial it would be if the presenter could come to^ their 
school and conduct the same .workshop. — 

They went to the principal and a whole set ^f incident interventions 
unfolded resulting in a special "author" workshop in the school six weeks 
later. The map of incident intervention's that have been Identified are 
presented as Figure 1. In total they represent one complex tactic 
intervention. Some of the incident interventions can be used to illustrate 
the role and influences that this "initiator" principal carried out. 



Figure 1: » 

Complex Tactic: School Has Special Consul tant-Leaii Workshop 
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In intervention No. 30& the first request to^have this workshop came to 

r 



the. principal from the sixth grade teacher who had\ attended the reading- 
conference. Rather than making an immediate decision, the principal checked 
with the resource teacher to see what she thought about the idea ( .ntervention 
No. 312). He then charged the resource teacher with exploring what would be 
needed for^the consultant and checking to see if the school budget could 
afford a consultant. 'Note that the .principal allowed the school resource- 
teacher to enter into negotiations with an unknown 'consultant and* to review 
school budgets. f 

In interventions No; 314 and 315 the principal got back in the action to 
.approach the district for approval to have the workshop, "The" school' had 
already had its quota of early dismissal days for the schooT year. However, ' 
the principal did not think that the teachers should have to come in on a 
Saturday or have to stay after school for the workshop, so he requested the 
workshop be conducted by having an early ( dismissal day for s:udents. When we 
asked the resource teacher how the princpal was able to accomplish this breach 
of policies, she reported, "He just did it. I don't know how he did it." 
From an interview with the principal it was revealed that he had calculated 
that no one would be watching a routine request that closely, so he just stent 
__jt_through re gular channels with the...predlcted_resu.1.t r the-board- approved*-i t~.~ 
The action was shifted back to the school resource teacher to tell ' 

* w ■ 

teachers about the workshop and -to prepare for it. District person? were 

. *• 

invited to attend and the principal told the aides that they could rearrange 
their schedules so. that they could attend the workshop on paid time. This 
intervention (No. 339) was interesting in that the principal war? typically 
adamant about getting a day's work for a day's pay. The implication is that 
the principal beMeved that supporting the aides' attendance and encouraging 
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collegiality between all members" of the staff was a better. investment than 

Jr.equ.ir.ing. aides *to do their regular work during those hours. j , ; 

The author workshop was considered a big success in that aVJ of the ^ 
participants found it useful and several teachers 'immediately tried ideas that 
the consultant suggested. Shortly after the workshop, the principal excitedly 
reported to us that the workshop was "fantastic." 

.In 'this on*ucomplex tactic a series 'of incidents have been identified' 
that illustrate the crucial facilitating role that principals can take. This 

* i 

principal supported the idea of a specia\l workshop that was first suggested by 
a teacher. The principal ' "bent"- regulations in order to provide the mo$£~ 
optimal conditions for conducting the workshop. The principal .left, major 
responsibility for consultant negotiations and preparation to the school 
resource teacher, but there were constant "check backs" to him built into the 
process,. The principal" also saw to it that'll staff and key district people 
knew about and were encouraged to attend the workshop. 

0 • 

Strategy Examples ' . 

* . In these tvifr strategy examples the principal directs her energy and^ 
attention^, and that of 'the 'assistant principal and resource teacher, toward 
one component of a new math, curriculum. The strategies extended-in time 
: across~t-he-entire second school year of implementation, and in one way or 
another impacted all teachers. , 
* The situation . ; In a school system characterized by a^ great deal of pupil 
transfer, within the district, a mathematics curriculum was developed and 

adopted. This curriculum provides a consistent program of mathematics 

♦ 

instruction for pupils in all grades* and consists of program objectives* a 
textbook and instructional materials including a Supplemental Kit, testing 
materials and record keeping procedures. At the close of the first year of 

15* 
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using the new program, teachevs, : while 6pmraenting that using the new program 



— 4 



was difficult, were satisifed that the curriculum was a good one for children 

. I- * 



and looked forward to next year being easier. 

The stimulation . As part* of their participation in the research study, 
teachers had agreed to permit data gathered in the study about them to be 
scared .with" t(ie principal. Therefore, baseline data that wereN^ollected at 



the end of their* first year of implementation were organized into a V^ort and 
sent to the principal. The report ^contained information about the teachers' 
configuration of the math program* in additlon^to Jtheir SoC and LoU. These ■ 
data were obtained from use of three CBAM assessment -tools (see-p^jge 6). In 
addition, a general feedback letter was "to be sent as a brief report to" - 

teachers after each data collection point. The first teacher feedback letter 

■ * * 

was received in the following September and "summarized the teachers' 
implementation of the* program at the close of the>first year of use in May. 

This letter reported for <ane thing, that many teachers felt the 
Supplemental Kit! required a great deal of preparatory work before they could 
be used, and they were useful only with a ffew children at a time. However, 
many described some intentions to try to incorporate more u$e of the kits next 
year. When the principal read this lettfer, sh$ brought it to the attention of 
the assistant principal and resource teacher and asked them to study the 
letter and be ready, to discuss what might f>e done t(T^Tpr^te"achers. 

Several days later, the report of CBAM assessment data (SoC, LoU, IC) 
collected from teachers in May was received by the principal. Again, she met 
with the assistant principal, gave him the data to study and asked him to 
prepare to discuss it. 

The strategies . 'It was quite clear to the three school administrators 
(principal, assistant principal, resource teacher) from reading the teachers' 



19 



feedback letter and examining the CBAM data that teachers were generally not 
_ using the Supplementa.UK4.ts. (see -Table .1-).- The principal reasoned fhaFthe" 
/ first year of implementation had beeq devoted to implementing the-text and 
objectives and tfie management system (tests and record keeping),, all of which 
,"were quite enough for teachers to handle in one -year." tfhus, the. second year 
emphasis would be focused on the kits, an important 'instructional resource 
since they contained materials for use with. program objectives not contained 
in the textbook; " 

The principal focused the administrative team's attention on encouraging 
( and, reinforcing teachers' use of the kits. .As .a result of two meetings to ' 
consider' the use of kits, "two general strategies "(see Figure '2) were 
Identified: * . 

.Strategy A: Teachers are supported. in preparing, their kits for use. 
Strategy B: Teachers are provided with training in use of the kits. 
It is^ry^djff^cuU to determine precisely which person of the three 
member team generated thevaTl^^nteaten^ were carried out. In'' 

reporting the interventions to the researcher, thTadmtrrterators typically ' 
gave the credit for creating the interventions to their team mates. ThiV^s a 
highly interactive team, so this behavior Is ..understandable, though it makes ^ 
it difficult to be certain about when an idea was being initiated by the 
pri nc i palTTWhat was ent1 rely" cJe^r was that the principal pushed her team to 
come up with Ideas and was always 'looked to 'for, approval. The principal very 
frequently delegated activities but only after they were fully discussed and ' 
clearly understood.^ Her expectations were! clearly explicated and she followed 
up delegation with monitoring' activities, keeping her fingers on the pulse and 
staying informed about what the assistant principal .and resource' teacher were 
doing. A consensus of all persons in the school was that the principal knew 
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" Tabl el . & 

"BctBfrtTPf Use of Sup p le menta-T-K-tts- 
by Original Sample of Teachers 



Not using. 

Uses a little/ some/few items 

j : 

- Uses 25% of time 
. Uses a great deal 



Spring 1981 
. 3 

-2.. 

1 
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Spring 1980 



Extent of Use of Supplemental Kits 
By Sample of New Teachers* 
Added in Fall 1980 



Not using. 
Uses a little/some/ few items 
Uses 25t of time 
Uses a great deal . 



Spring 1981 
. * 2. 

1 — 



-achers new to the school and math in fall of 1980, thus, they were all 
riliar with, and not lising, kits. ■ 
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Strategy/Tactics Time Line* Year 2 



SEPTEMBER 



OCTOBER 



DECEMBER 



JANUARY 



FEBRUARY 



MARCH 



APRIL 



MAY 



Tactic A.I- 



— * 



STRATEGY A. 5 
Teachers are 
supported In 
preparing 
their Kits 
for use * 



ParentT-phepare 
Kits for teach- 
ers 

Incidents ; 

2) AP calls the 
parents* contact 
.volunteer to get 
parents to help- m 
get Kits ready 
for teachers 

2) RT hauls the 
~stuffctft.a~par.s~- 

ent's house for, 
a night meeting 
on how-to prepare " 
Kits w/ 

3) 2nd grade* teachers 
report they want to 
prepare their own 
Kits so- they'll know 
what's In them 

4) Parents report .more 
than 10 hours needed for 
preparing each Kit; 



T actic Jl. II. — T ^ . ^ 

APftRT Identify ft highlight 
activities In thg teachers' 
Kits that focus on objectives*' 
not In the text 



Tactic A.III. 

leactfeTT Utt= 
11ze~3* hours 
release time 
to prepare 
Kits ' 



Tactic A. IV. 

RT ft AP work with 
teachers to reorganize 
their Kits and corre- 
late them to the text 



Tactic A.V. 

/ Permanent substl- 
tute assembles 
Kits for teachers 



Tactic 



STRATECY I.: 

Teachers are 
provided with 
training in - 
use of the * 
Kits 



AP ft RT meet with 
new teachers to 
Introduce the* to 
the KUs ft how they 
should be used 



Tactic I.II - 

One .teacher per grade level 
trains with AP Iff how best to use 
the Kits and they, in turn train 
their team members. 



Tactic B.I II.- — 

RT gtves teams of 
aides Inservlce on 
how to use the games 
In the Kits * . 



H. Tactic I.IV.-^ — 

RT gives workshops 
to teams on how to 
" correlate text ob- 
jectives to Kit ft 
make It work 



|aP— Assistant Principal '* J 

JRT— School Resource'Teacher J 
******************************* 
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"what was going- on in the school/' In order to operational ize the two 
strategies the principal's team, employed .a number of tactics at variou's 
periods across the'sesond implementation year (see Figure d). 



Strategy A responded to the condition in which the kits were delivered to 

- ' ♦ ' • ' ■ " * * * ' * 

teachers:/ in need of cutting, sorting, laminating, organizing and ordering. 

Jn-shg£t, when teachers— deceived the kits, they were not ready to be used. 1 

The" first tactic, A. I. ^.engaging parents r.was^an^effoH tojiake the kits ready , 

for teachers 1 use^ without further overloading the teachers at the beginning Vf 

the school year. "Under Tactic A.I., note that a number of - incidents • related. 

to this tactic are included. These are examples of t incidents which typically 

occurred around a tactic and are included here for illustrative purposes. 

Incidents related toother tactics are omitted -from the figure for th'e purpose 

of*bre\n£y~and to focys attention on the strafegy/tactic level interventions. 

Tactic A. I-* was employed from early September to late October and resulted 'in 

Mts being made reacJy .'or use by some of 'the teachers. As kits became ready 

4 i m * 

in late October^ Tactic_A.il. was engaged. This intervention was an 
undertakiog'^which resulted in "flagging" significant activities* in the kit 
that provided instructional material for curriculum objectives not covered by 
•the textbook, this was a complex endeavor, affecting all teachers at all 
graJe levels. 

Because a number of teachers wanted to prepare Jheir o wn kits, oin order 
to learn about the contents, Tactic. A. III. was planned by the principal. This 
intervention provided a three hour block of release time (from classroom 
duties) ^teachers could work on their kits. The principal sent a memo 
announcing the availability of this time; teachers responded and the permanent 
substitute's schedule was arranged to provide the requested release time.. < 
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• Tactic A'.IV? entailed" haHng.the resource teacher and assistant principal 

work with teachers-, to* -organise- the kit materials and correlate them with 'the 

program and textbook objectives. This Jfdea originated .frQm one of the % 

:< * s • - --— r — — — 

teachers in the building and was endorsed and encouraged by 'the ^printipal. .As 

the school' year wa^s a^proajchlng. ttt 2nd, a final, effort at getting the kits 
ready for teachers use* was madefy ^arranging for the permanent substitute to 
assemble kits when she was not otherwise engaged" ij\ teaching for Absent, 
•faculty.. - * '. ' • *** - « . . • ; 

Strategy B - accompanied Strategy A so that teachers' could be trained in 
using the kits, which were being prepared. • "For example, each new teacher rapt 
with 'the assistant prinei-pal ov resouroe^e'acher to ^be., introduced to the kit 
in an awareness or overview session, this was Tactic B.I*. -At a. different 

•♦level oY training, ^actic B.U. employed the assistant principal 'as a trainer. 
, ' * ' » * • ' • ' '« " 

He would trairrone teacher from .each tjrade^'level team,, who would serve as- a 

"turn key" tndiner and teach. the remaining members* of the team. For this 

intervention to ^rk^a number of otherything's fvad tjo happen: the" .principal, 

announced the plan, 'each ^teaching team >1dentifi eel a'person to be trained, the 

* * * .*** . • * * 

assistant principal had tQ. learn the cdnt&tts and .instructional techniques of 
the box for each grade Jevel, the -teache<s-to-be-trajned iwefe scheduled, and 
the permanent substitute had to arrange. time to^release each of the teachers. 
All 6f these incident level interventions contributed to the enactment of / 
"Tactic B.II. * This tactic .spread across the fall semester. . " ' 

« " » , 4 " * 4 

' . Beginning in early February the resource teacher was encouraged f to 
provide training to the ^teachers' aides. This she did through ' leading 
inserv1ce_ sessions o"n how to use the games in the kjt. Tactic B. III. wVs »' 
designed to promote more kit /exposure to teachers in \he £_1assr*ooms. — \ 
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Jn May, tHe idea of correlating ...the text 'and' program objectives with the 

* - - ■ * * 

kit was revisited in Jactic B.IV. This tactic focused on teaching teachers 
how to integrate these sources for instruction, as contrasted with Tactic A. IV 
which focused on making the materials more manageable. 

Teachers volunteered many comments about the principal's emphasis on the 

- kits" during the second year. It was clear that everyone recognized that use 
of the kits was a priority goal of the principal, who consistently prompted* 
their use in many ways across time. As one teacher succinctly put it, "Due to 
extra emphasis on kits this year, we're using them more." And indeed they 
were. Contrasting ^he. data (in Table 1) of/ Spring 1980 with Spring 1981 a 
great deal of. change occurred. It was not possible to determine which tactics 

. or strategies wer'e most, influential! What can be observed is, that all of the 
tactics and vi strategies collectively contributed to more use of kits by 
teachers. These actions were designed in response to data provided to the 
principal and occurred as a result of administrative team sharing, generating 
of ideas?, planning and participating in the delivery of the interventions. 
Through ^he'team the principal exercised "presence"' and impact. 



; * Discussion/Implications. * , 

i * . 

' " " f ' o * * "° 

PrrincipaTs do have- the resources and opportunities .to* make interventions 
u which can affect teachers 1 use of instructional • innovations^ There are *way$ 
of structuring the interventions principals make and analyzing the effects ..of- 
these interventions pp teachers during the change process. The methods of 
■i documenting and analyzing interventions described Tri this pa;per" a>-e riot only* 
useful for research purposes^u^also 'for, practitioner^* themselves, to use to. 
plan interventions and .to* study the effects of t'heir actions. The examples - 
described in this paper' demonstrate tha,t effective Interventions do 
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not have tp be time-consuming and cumbersome 'for the .administrator. In 
addition, many responsibilities 7 related to supporting use of an innovation 'can 
be delegated quite effectively by the principal \s is clearly demonstrated by 
two of the examples included. In some instances it is necessary to intervene, 
in several different areas ip order to achieve a single goal. 

Another point that should be emphasized is the 'need for principals to use 
the data soufces available to them. , In the case of the principal who was 
^supporting teachers use of the kits, the' principal might not have'become aware 
that teachers were not 'using the kits had it not^been for the formal data that 
was provided to her. In many cases, information is not readily apparent to 

4 

principals 1n their day-to-day activities and can only be gathered through 
formal data-gathering methods. 

The examples included in this paper are from a data base of more than 
2,000 interventions. In each instance, the principal had a, choice about 
whether to intervene and how to intervene. The examples presentee,, along with 
numerous others in the data ba*se, clearly show that the interventions made by, 
the principal did have effects on teachers and their use of an instructional 
innovation t Principals can and do, make a difference with th§ interventions 
that they make. -Those who focus on matters other than instruction no doubt 

affect the areas in which they concentrate; those who focus on instructional 

. * ■ 

leadership make a 'difference in the teaching and learning that occurs in 

>* * * « 

classrooms. - * . 
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